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The University of Dayton News Release 
CONGRESS WASTES $270 MILLION A YEAR 
ON FRUITLESS SCIENCE, SAYS RESEARCHER 
Sept. 17, 1992 
Contact: Pam Huber 
DAYTON, Ohio- Congress is spending $270 million each year on science research 
that may not be producing any obsel'Vable results, says a University of Dayton researcher who 
challenges the practice of porkbarrel funding for basic science research. 
It's been nearly 10 years since U.S. senators and representatives first earmarked funds 
for specific science projects at specific institutions, with no observable scientific research 
resulting from the projects, says Joseph Martino, senior researcher at the University of Dayton 
Research Institute. He traces the history and practice of federal support of science in his new 
book, Science Funding, Politics and Porkbarrel, published by Transaction Publishers. 
"Porkbarrel projects bypass internal and external review," says Martino. "Congress 
votes to attach the project to a federal agency's budget, and that agency doesn't even review 
the project. A chief danger is that more and more of the limited funds available for science 
will be allocated on the basis of political clout instead of merit, a sort of 'you vote for my 
post office, and I'll vote for your research lab' trade-off," he says. 
The projects don't always work. One university garnered $23.7 million from 1984 to 
1988 to establish a National Center for Chemical Research. "You go to the university and 
there's no office or even a letterhead for the National Center for Chemical Research," says 
Martino. "The money was absorbed into a brick-and-mortar project- renovating the 
chemistry building- or used to buy lab equipment. The project can't even be identified, 
and that's the case with most of them." 
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Martino says that one measure of the value of research is how often results are cited 
by others working in the. same area. "Results of porkbarrel projects don't get cited," he says. 
"We're probably funding a lot of mediocre science. Maybe it's not ' bad' science, but 
probably it's not the best available science." 
Except for porkbarrel projects, federal funds for science research are awarded based on 
peer review. Proposed projects are reviewed by a panel of experts in that field and evaluated 
on the basis of merit ___._ ,is the project worthwhile, is the method of research sound and is the 
researcher capable of performing the project? The funding agency, such as the National 
Science Foundation or the National Institutes of Health, then awards money to the projects 
ranked most meritorious. 
Peer review poses its own problems, says Martino. "If research is really innovative, 
you don't have any peers," he says. "I imagine a picture of two men named Jobs and . 
Wozniak asking for funds to build the Apple computer. They would have been denied. Their 
peers would have said 'there's never been anything like that built before, these two guys are 
unknown in the field, and all the experts in the field know that computers fill whole rooms, 
not little tabletop boxes."' 
• 
The federal government first stepped in to help fund science research during World 
War II. "But we've lost that feeling of fair exchange- federal support of science in return 
for winning the war," says Martino. He says scientists today believe that, as long as they 
perform good science,t ·they're entitled to federal support because research is good for the 
economy, public health and national defense. 
Martino disagrees: "Lots of other trades have to make it in the marketplace. Why not 
science?" 
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For media interviews, call Joe Martino at (513) 229-3036. 
